2006). People also overestimate the impact of making more money for increasing their happiness. Many people believe that having more money will increase their happiness more than it actually does (Dunn, Aknin & Norton, 2009 ) and this effect has recently been observed even among millionaires (Donnelly et al., 2017) . This well-documented affective forecasting error could have important implications for the jobs people choose and why they choose them.
Based on this work, we reasoned that people likely overemphasize the importance of money and underestimate the importance of non-salary benefits, such as the number of paid days off or the value of their health-care, when considering various job offers. Consistent with this proposition, research suggests that people are more likely to focus on extrinsic rewards (like cash or prestige) when thinking about what tasks to complete. In contrast, people are more likely to focus on intrinsic rewards (like how fun tasks are) when they are in the middle of completing a task and deciding whether or not to continue it (Woolley & Fishbach, 2015) .
Taken together, this research suggests that 1) once people's basic needs are met, the amount of money that people make does not necessarily translate into greater well-being, 2) people overestimate the extent to which having more money will influence their happiness, and 3) people often place too much of an emphasis on money and other extrinsic rewards when deliberating about what task or job to engage in. Individuals may therefore anchor too much on salary when considering various employment offers. To help individuals recognize the value of non-salary benefits at the time of an initial offer, we propose that employers should highlight the monetary value of these benefits.
There are a few reasons why monetizing the value of non-salary benefits should increase the attractiveness of a job offer. First, job offers that do not calculate the financial value of nonsalary benefits provide incomplete information about the job. Monetizing the value of non-salary rewards should reduce the uncertainty associated with the contract and help people choose jobs that best match their preferences. When making decisions between multiple offers at the same time (i.e., when making decisions in joint evaluation), people make decisions based on relative comparisons of features (Hsee, 1999) . Furthermore, people maximize measured mediums, such as points or money, even when it is not in their best interest (Hsee et al., 2003) . Thus, job seekers will likely focus too much on salary, which has a measured value, as compared to non-salary benefits, which are harder to evaluate. By providing employees with more information, and by helping employees see the explicit value of non-salary benefits, calculating the financial value of non-salary benefits should encourage employees to make employment choices that are more in line with their best interests.
From a managerial perspective, not all organizations can offer the same level of financial compensation as the current average in the market (e.g., start-up companies). It could therefore be in the best interest of smaller companies to highlight the monetary value of benefits other than salary. It is also important to help potential employees recognize the value of non-salary rewards because these benefits promote employee satisfaction. A growing body of research shows that non-salary benefits deliver greater returns to organizations in most circumstances than equivalent cash benefits (Jeffrey, 2009 (Jeffrey, , 2004 Schall & Mohnen, 2015; Kube, Maréchal, & Puppe, 2012; Jeffrey & Shaffer, 2007; Heyman & Ariely, 2004) . Non-salary benefits such as paid days off, health-care, and other benefits have positive benefits for motivation, performance, and creativity (Amabile et al., 1996; Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Deci & Ryan, 1985 , Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013 Spreitzer, Bacevice, & Garrett, 2017) . Highlighting the financial value of these benefits could enable people to evaluate non-salary benefits more favorably, in turn encouraging people to choose jobs that could benefit long-term well-being.
To summarize, employees often attend to salary when making career decisions. Yet, more cash does not always translate into greater satisfaction. Thus, we investigated whether monetizing non-salary benefits could help employees recognize the value of these benefits and shift individuals' employment preferences. To examine this question, we conducted four experiments in which we asked participants to choose between two job offers. Using various choice sets, we manipulated whether the non-salary rewards were monetized. To understand how monetizing impacts perceptions, we conducted two additional studies that examined how people perceived jobs that monetized non-salary rewards compared to jobs that did not.
Overview of Studies
In Studies 1a&b, we provide initial evidence that putting a monetary value on non-salary benefits can shift employee's stated job preferences. In Study 1a, when the financial value of the non-salary benefit (i.e., paid-time-off) was not listed, participants were more likely to choose the job with higher pay and less paid-time-off, as compared the job with lower pay and more time-
off. Yet, when the financial value of the non-salary benefit was listed, participants were equally as likely to choose the job with higher pay and less time off as compared to the job with lower pay and more time off. Study 1a provides initial evidence that placing a financial value on nonsalary benefits can increase the attractiveness of non-salary benefits. In Study 1b, we used a slightly different design and we added another condition that allowed us to examine whether providing the value of benefits as a monetary value was more attractive than providing the value of the benefits as a percent of salary. We found similar results to Study 1a, such that jobs that monetized their benefits were more attractive than jobs that did not. In addition, we found that they were also more attractive than jobs that presented the value of their benefits as a percentage of salary. In Study 2, we held salary constant, and modified the number of benefits offered between jobs (either 3 or 4 benefits). When neither job monetized the benefits, most people chose the job with 4 benefits (Job A). When we monetized the benefits of the job with only 3 benefits (Job B), an equal number of people chose Job A and Job B. These results are consistent with research showing that people are sensitive to points and dollar amounts, even when these metrics do not necessarily lead people to make decisions in their best interest (Hsee, 1999) . In Study 3, we documented a boundary condition for these results: monetizing non-salary related benefits shifted employment preferences when the job contracts offered a high (vs. low) starting salary. These results are consistent with research showing that, within an employment setting, preference for cash is negatively correlated with salary: The more a person earns, the greater their preference for non-salary rewards, such as experiences, travel, and merchandise that they would not normally buy for themselves (Hein, 1998) .
Across Studies 1-3, we also found evidence that placing a financial value on non-salary rewards shifted individuals' perceptions that the organization featured in the contracts cared about employees' personal lives and encouraged greater work-life balance. Following from these results, in Studies 4a&b, we conducted two pre-registered experiments to replicate these findings. For example, in Study 4b, participants were assigned to view one of four contracts: they viewed contracts with high or low salaries with the non-salary benefits monetized or not.
Consistent with our previous studies, participants reported that the organizations with monetized non-salary benefits had more work-life balance and cared more about employees. We also found evidence that these results were strongest for high (vs. low) salary jobs.
Together, these studies show that placing a financial value on non-salary benefits can help employees recognize the value of these benefits at the initial time of offer. Placing a financial value on non-salary rewards also signals that an organization cares about employees.
Methods

Overview
Participants. We conducted all of the studies reported in this paper with working adults recruited from Amazon's Mechanical Turk. Research has demonstrated the validity of the Mturk platform, as its participant pool is more representative than the general U.S. population (Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2013) and the participant pool is demographically more diverse than traditional student samples as well as other online samples (Goodman, Cryder, & Cheema, 2013) . Participants qualified to complete our experiments if they were full-time employees, located in the United States, had a non-duplicate IP address, and had an approval rate above 95%
for their previous HITs on MTurk. These identical criteria were used across studies.
Contracts. We used similar contracts across studies. In Studies 1-3, participants viewed two contracts and were asked to choose the one job that they preferred. The basic stimuli that were modified across studies are described as follows: Participants viewed identical contracts for two similar companies in either the tech or finance industry. We chose these industries for pragmatic reasons: these two industries offer competitive salary and benefit packages, and people who enter into these job markets are typically considering 2 or more job offers simultaneously (US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017). Across studies, our results did not differ by industry and this feature is not discussed further. Participants were told which benefits they would receive for each job, including health insurance, assistance programs, retirement and savings programs, and the amount of paid-time-off that they would receive. We selected these benefits because they are commonly offered; thereby maximizing the external validity of the stimuli used across studies. Lastly, participants were provided with information about the average value of these benefits (e.g., "the value of the fringe benefits has been estimated to be an additional 20% on top of base salary"). Again, the values of the benefits used across studies were based on 2017 averages from the US Bureau of Labor Statistics for the tech and finance industries. See Table 1 for a description of the critical differences between the contracts used in each study. See Table 2 for an example of the two contracts used in Study 1a. We randomized the presentation order of the contracts, such that some participants viewed Job A first, and other participants viewed Job B first. We used two fictitious company names for our job offers and counterbalanced which company was associated with Job A and Job B in all of the studies.
Presentation or company name order did not impact our results and are not discussed further.
Study 1a
Participants and Procedure. We targeted 400 full-time employees, and successfully recruited 367 employees from Amazon's Mechanical Turk (MdAGE = 25-34, 40.2% female). All participants viewed two contracts and were asked to choose which job they preferred.
Perception of the Job. After making their decision, participants completed a 9-item measure assessing why made this decision. We adapted this measure from previous research assessing differences in purchase characteristics (Whillans et al., 2017) . Specifically, we asked participants to report the extent to which they selected the job because the organization was more fun, higher in status, had more opportunity for advancement, cared more about employees, had a better salary, better benefits, better total compensation (salary/benefits), or because they thought the organization had better work-life balance. Participants rated each of these items on a scale ranging from -5 (Strongly Disagree) to 0 (Neutral) to +5 (Strongly Agree).
Moderators. Participants were then asked whether they valued time or money using a validated measure from previous research (the Resource Orientation Measure; ROM; Whillans, Weidman & Dunn, 2016) . Participants were also asked whether they received an hourly or salary wage at their main job. We included these two measures in our study as potential moderators. To the extent that people who value time over money already care more about non-cash rewards as compared to cash rewards, they might be particularly amenable to the monetization manipulation (see Whillans, Weidman & Dunn, 2016 for a similar argument).
Relatedly, people who are paid by the hour might be more responsive to the monetization manipulation. Past research suggests that people who are paid by the hour tend to think about the economic value of their time (DeVoe, Lee & Pfeffer, 2010; Whillans & Dunn, 2015) . As a result, people who are paid by the hour might be more likely to attend to non-salary rewards when they are monetized because they are more responsive to salary increases (DeVoe, Lee & Pfeffer, 2010) . To examine these hypotheses, we included measures of time-preference and measures of respondents' payment-type in Studies 1a-3. Given that we observed inconsistent results across studies, we present these results in the SOM.
Demographics. Participants reported their age, gender, employment status, income, marital status, and the number of kids living at home. We measured these identical demographic characteristics across all experiments.
Results
Condition. Consistent with our predictions, there was a significant effect of condition on respondents' job choice, X 2 (1, 367) = 6.48, p=0.011. In the control condition, participants were significantly more likely to choose the job with $100,000 of salary and 14 days of paid time-off (62.40%) as compared to the job with $90,000 of salary and 21 paid days off (37.60%), p<0.05.
These findings are consistent with research showing that people tend to focus primarily on money when thinking about whether to engage in an activity or take on a new task or job (Woolley & Fishbach, 2015 Table 3a for the condition differences reported on each measure separately.
Study 1a Discussion
Study 1a provides evidence that monetizing non-salary benefits (paid time-off) can shift employment preferences. In doing so, this study provides initial support for our hypothesis:
showing the financial value of non-salary benefits highlights the value of these benefits and increases their subjective value. A potential explanation for the effect of monetization is that displaying the financial value of a benefit provides information about the amount or quality of the benefit. That is, monetization makes the value of the benefit more certain. In Study 1a, we attempted to control for this possibility by monetizing all but one of the benefits. The remaining benefit, paid time-off, was either monetized or not, depending on condition. Because the objective value of paid time-off is determined by the value of a day's wage multiplied by the number of days off, participants had all of the information necessary in order to determine the value of this final benefit. In practice, our participants likely overlooked this information. Thus, in Study 1b, we attempted to control for the impact of uncertainty reduction more directly. To test whether monetization had an impact on choice, above and beyond the effect of increasing certainty, we included another condition in which the value of the non-salary benefits were provided as a % of total compensation (i.e. 10%). This study allowed us to examine whether there was something unique about putting a financial value on non-salary rewards, or whether any intervention that makes the value of the rewards more certain (e.g., percentages) would yield similar results. In Study 1b, we held the salary offers of each contract constant. Holding the salary constant provided a more stringent test of our hypothesis. This is because we could examine whether monetization shaped participants' choices even when the economic value of the offers was identical. If monetization (or putting a percent on the benefits) had no influence on respondents' choices, we should expect both jobs to be chosen at an equivalent rate.
Study 1b
Participants and Procedure. We targeted 600 full-time employees, and we successfully recruited 608 employees from Amazon's Mechanical Turk (MAGE = 25-34 years, 46.2% female).
All participants viewed two contracts, and were asked which of the two jobs they would prefer.
We pre-registered the hypothesis of Study 2 through the Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/q9uj3/). In this study, participants were assigned to one of three conditions and asked to choose between two job offers.
In Condition 1 (monetization), Job A offered a total salary of $100,000 and three fringe benefits worth 20% of base salary. The offer for Job B was identical, except Job B also provided the financial value of each benefit (e.g., $1,000). In Condition 2 (percentage), the offers for Job A and Job B were exactly the same as they were in Condition 1, except here the offer for Job B provided the value of each benefit as a percent of salary (e.g., 10%), instead of a financial value.
In Condition 3 (Monetization vs. Percentage), participants saw the identical job contracts from Condition 1 and 2, except Job A provided the monetized value of each benefit separately (as per Condition 1), while Job B provided the % values for each benefit separately (as per Condition 2).
The percentage values and monetized values were worth the same amount (10% = $10K). This condition allowed us to examine whether there was something unique about putting a financial value on the benefits, or whether we would observe similar results when participants viewed the benefits in percentage terms (vs. monetization) because putting the benefits in % or in $ reduced the uncertainty about the value of these benefits.
Perception of the Job. After making their decision, participants completed the identical 9-item perception items from Studies 1a.
Moderators. Participants were then asked whether they valued time or money using the ROM and reported whether they received an hourly or salary wage.
Demographics. We also measured participants' age, gender, employment status, income, marital status, and the number of kids they had living at home.
Results
Condition Assignment. Consistent with our pre-registered analytic plan, we examined the effect of the monetization condition. We used a binomial proportions test to examine the effect of putting a financial value on the non-salary benefits compared to the control condition.
We predicted that participants in Condition 1 would choose the job with monetized benefits more than 50% of the time. Consistent with this prediction, using a binomial test, participants were more likely to choose Job B, the job where benefits were monetized (77.0%) as compared to Job A (23.0%), the job where benefits were not monetized, p<0.001.
We did not have a priori predictions about whether participants in Condition 2 would choose the job with % benefits more than 50% of the time. Using a binomial test, participants were significantly more likely to choose Job B, the job where the benefits were given a % value (71.0%) as compared Job A (29%), the job where the benefits did not have a % value, p<0.001.
We did not have a priori predictions about whether participants in Condition 3 would choose the job with % benefits or $ benefits more than 50% of the time. Using a binomial test, participants were more likely to choose Job B, where the benefits were given a financial value (64.0%) as compared Job A (36%) where the benefits were given a percentage value, p<0.001.
Perceptions of the job. Although we were slightly underpowered to accurately interpret these analyses, we conducted exploratory analyses to assess whether participants' perceptions of these jobs differed based on condition assignment. Within Condition 1, participants who chose Job B (monetized benefits) reported that they chose Job B because the job was more fun (p=0.115), had more opportunity for advancement (p=0.015), better total compensation (p=0.056), and better work-life balance (p=0.106) as compared to Job A (See Table 3b ).
2
Study 1b Discussion
2 In Condition 2, there were no significant differences between Job A and B, suggesting that the % values on the benefits did not shift participants perceptions of the companies (ps>0.418). In Condition 3, there were also no significant differences between Job A and B, ps>0.298, suggesting that the % values and financial values on non-cash rewards had similar impacts.
In Study 1b, we provided participants with two equivalent job offers. The only difference between these offers was that the non-salary benefits were given a monetary value (Condition 1) or the benefits were given a % value (Condition 2). In this study, if people were only paying attention to the salary or to the objective value of the contracts, the offers should have been accepted at 50%. In contrast, participants were significantly more likely to choose the contract that featured the non-salary benefits that were displayed with a financial value (as compared to the contracts featuring the identical non-salary benefits without a monetary value listed).
Participants were also more likely to choose the contract featuring the non-salary benefits displayed with a percentage value (as compared to the contract that featured the identical salary and benefits with no percentage values). Finally, when we compared the contracts that displayed a cash vs. percentage value, participants were more responsive to the contracts with monetized values (vs. the contracts with percentage values). When holding the objective value of the benefits and the salaries constant, people seemed to favor jobs that had the non-salary benefits monetized (or put in a numerical metric, such as %). Yet, displaying the monetary value of these benefits was more effective than indicating a percentage value, suggesting that although putting a percentage value on these benefits reduced uncertainty and increased subjective value, there was something uniquely beneficial about monetization. In Study 2, we sought to examine whether monetization could shift preferences even when the offer with monetized benefits was lower than the offer with non-monetized benefits. Consistent with Study 1b, we held the amount of salary offered constant. In Study 2, Job A featured a salary of $100K and 4 benefits (health insurance, paid time-off, supplemental pay, savings programs), whereas Job B featured a salary of $100K and 3 benefits (health insurance, paid time-off, supplemental pay). In Study 2, we randomized which benefit was missing to ensure that the result was not driven by what benefit was omitted from the contracts. For both jobs, we told participants that the total value of benefits was estimated to lie between 15-25% of salary. This study allowed us to examine whether putting a financial value on non-salary benefits shifted employment preferences when the jobs varied in terms of the number of benefits offered (vs. amount of salary offered). Consistent with the results of Study 1a&b, we predicted that putting a financial value on the non-salary benefits would shift preferences, such that participants would be more likely to choose the contract with fewer rewards, so long as the financial value of the rewards was visible for Job B and not for Job A.
Study 2
Participants and Procedure. We targeted 400 full-time employees, and we successfully recruited 399 employees from Amazon's Mechanical Turk (MAGE = 25-34, 52.5% female). All participants viewed two contracts, and were asked which of these two jobs they would prefer.
Perception of the Job. Participants completed the identical measure from Study 1a&b.
Moderators. Participants completed the ROM and reported if they were paid hourly.
Demographics. We measured the same demographics as in Study 1a&b.
Results
Condition. Consistent with our predictions, there was a significant effect of condition on respondents' job choice, X 2 (1, 399)=39.25, p<0.001. In the control condition, participants were significantly more likely to choose the job with $100,000 of salary and 4 benefits (81.5%) as compared to the job with $100,000 of salary and 3 benefits (18.5%), p<0.001. However, in the monetized benefits condition, an equal number of participants chose the job with $100,000 of salary and 4 benefits (52.1%) as compared to the job with $100,000 of salary and 3 benefits (47.9%), ns. These results suggest that highlighting the financial value of the non-salary benefits shifts participants employment preferences, such that participants were equally as likely to select a job with three (vs. four) benefits when these benefits had a listed monetary value.
Perceptions of the job. After making their choice, we again asked participants to respond to a series questions about why they chose the job with more paid time-off (vs. a higher salary). We found one critical difference between participants assigned to the monetized-benefits vs. the control condition, as follows: Participants who were randomly assigned to the monetized benefits condition were more likely to say that the organization that they chose cared about their suggest that monetizing the benefits of non-salary rewards (i.e., paid time-off) can shift participants' perceptions of the organization. There were no other between-condition differences (ps>0.053). See Table 3c for differences across condition.
Study 2 Discussion
Study 2 suggests that monetizing non-salary benefits can shift participants' employment preferences, even if monetization might not be the optimal decision (when it leads employees to choose 3 vs. 4 benefits). These findings provide additional support for our hypothesis:
highlighting the financial value of non-salary rewards emphasizes the value of these rewards.
These studies provide consistent evidence that monetization of non-salary benefits can shift employee preferences. Specifically, we find that putting a financial value on non-salary benefits can encourage employees to choose jobs with a lower salary and more benefits (Study 1a) as long as the financial or percentage value of these benefits are emphasized (Study 1b).
Employees even choose jobs with fewer benefits as long as these benefits have a financial value listed (Study 2). Next, we wanted to examine a boundary condition of this effect: the monetary value of the starting salary. This rationale for this experiment follows from research showing that preference for more salary is negatively correlated with reward-earner salary (Hein, 1998) .
To examine this question, we used the paradigm outlined in Study 1a. We presented participants with a choice between a higher paying job and fewer benefits or a lower paying job and more benefits. We hypothesized that we would replicate the results of Study 1a. We predicted that respondents would be more likely to choose the job with a higher salary and fewer benefits in the control condition, and that these results would be mitigated when the contracts highlighted the monetary value of the non-salary benefits. Extending the results of Study 1a, we predicted that this pattern would emerge primarily when the salary was a high (vs. low) amount.
When employees were presented with low (vs. high) paying contracts (i.e., below industry average), we hypothesized that monetization would not impact participants' choices. We preregistered these predictions through the OSF (https://osf.io/hmcj5/).
Study 3
Participants and Procedure. We targeted 600 full-time employees, and we successfully recruited 607 employees from Amazon's Mechanical Turk (MAGE = 25-34, 45.4% female). All participants viewed two contracts, and were asked which of these two jobs they would prefer.
Perception of the Job. Participants completed the identical measure from Study 1-2.
Demographics. We measured the same demographics as in Study 1a-2.
Results
Condition.
As per our pre-registered analytic plan, we conducted a logistic regression analysis to examine whether there was a condition X salary interaction to predict job choice. In contrast to the results that we observed for high-salary jobs, we found no impact of the monetized-benefits condition for low salary jobs. In the control condition, participants were more likely to choose the job with $50,000 of salary and 21 days of paid time-off (77.4%) as compared to the job with $45,000 of salary and 14 days of paid time-off (22.6%), p<0.001. These results were identical in the monetized-benefits condition: participants were significantly more likely to choose the job with $50,000 of salary and 21 days of paid time-off (75.5%) as compared to the job with $45,000 of salary and 14 days of paid time-off (24.5%), p<0.001.
Perceptions of the job. After making their choice, we again asked participants to respond to a series questions about why they chose the job with more paid time-off (vs. a higher salary). We found one critical difference between participants assigned to the monetized-benefits vs. control condition, as follows: Participants who were randomly assigned to the high salary monetized benefits condition were more likely to say that the organization they chose had greater Table 3d for differences across condition. In the next section, we report the meta-analytic results of the perception measures across studies.
Meta-Analysis
Meta-Analysis. Next, we meta-analyzed the perception results from Study 1a, 1b, Study
2, and Study 3 (N=1,981). Following the recommendations of Lipsey and Wilson (2001),
individual standardized effect sizes from each study were weighted by the inverse of their variance and aggregated to arrive at a meta-analytic effect (See Table 4 
Study 1a-Study 3 Discussion
In Studies 1-3, placing a monetary value on non-salary benefits shifted participants' employment preferences, such that they were more likely to choose jobs that monetized their non-salary benefits. We also found evidence for a boundary condition: monetization only shaped preferences when the contracts under consideration offered high (vs. low) salaries. Across studies, we found initial evidence that monetization shifted how potential employees thought about the companies they were considering. When the benefits were monetized, participants viewed the companies as being more fun, having more opportunity for advancement, caring more about their employees, and having better work life balance.
However, a limitation of these results is that we asked participants about their perception of these jobs after they had already made their decision about which jobs they would have preferred; thus, these results were biased by the decisions that individuals made immediately prior to providing their responses. Furthermore, although we modelled these questions after previously published research (Whillans et al., 2017) , we only used single item measures to assess our key constructs of interest. To overcome these limitations, we conducted a more formal test of whether monetization shifted perceptions of the organization. First, we randomly assigned participants to view one of two job contracts and to answer questions about this organization using the original items from our previous research (Study 4a). Next, we followed up on these results using a validated set of outcome measures (Study 4b). Collectively, these studies provided a more formal test of whether monetization shifts job perceptions.
Study 4a
Participants and Procedure. We targeted 400 full-time employees, and successfully recruited 401 employees from Amazon's Mechanical Turk (MAGE = 25-34, 56.3% male). All participants were randomly assigned to view one contract (originally used in Study 1a). These contracts featured the paid-time-off either with or without a monetary value. Additionally, half of the contracts offered a high salary (100k), and half offered a low salary (45k). After viewing this contract, participants were asked a series of questions about the company featured.
Perception of the Job. We used the identical perception items from Studies 1a-3.
Results
Condition.
We first assessed whether perceptions differed by condition assignment. Table 5b for a meta-analysis with the high salary results reported separately across studies 4a&b.
Low Salary Jobs. When looking only at the low salary jobs, we found no significant differences between the monetized vs. non-monetized conditions (ps>0.196). See Table 5c for a meta-analysis with the effects on each measure across studies 4a&b.
Study 4a Discussion
Study 4a provides evidence that monetizing the value of benefits can shift peoples'
perceptions of the company, such that the organization appears more caring and has better work/life balance. Yet, this was only the case for jobs that offered high salaries, not for jobs that offered low salaries. In Study 4b, we sought to replicate this effect using validated measures.
Study 4b
Participants and Procedure. We targeted 600 full-time employees, and successfully recruited 596 employees from Amazon's Mechanical Turk (MAGE = 25-34, 54.4% male). All participants were randomly assigned to view one contract (that was originally used in Study 1), and participants were asked a series of questions about the company that was featured. Again, half the contracts offered a high salary (100k), and half offered a low salary (45k).
Perception of the Job. As per our pre-registration (https://osf.io/hmcj5/), we used three validated measures of employment preferences. Participants completed an 8-item scale about whether they perceived the company as having a good opportunity for advancement (Larson, 1982 ; alpha = 0.88), a 6-item measure about whether they viewed the company as caring about their employees (Eisenberger et al., 2001; alpha=0.90) , and a 7-item scale about whether they viewed the company as having good work-life balance (Thompson, Beauvais & Lyness, 1999; alpha=0.91) . Participants were asked to respond to these items on a Likert-type scale ranging from -5 (Strongly Agree) to +5 (Strongly Agree), and we randomized the order that participants completed the questionnaires.
Results
Condition.
We first assessed whether perceptions differed by the monetization condition. Low Salary. We then meta-analyzed the results looking only at participants who viewed high salary jobs (N=501). Using the Bonferroni correction to adjust for multiple comparisons (adjusted p-value, p=0.016), there were no differences on any outcome by condition, ps>0.032
Study 4a&b Discussion
Across Studies 4a&b, we found evidence that the monetization of the non-salary benefits shifted employees' perceptions of the organization, such that people who viewed benefits with a monetary value were more likely to consider the organization as caring about employees and having good work-life balance. Although the interaction between salary and monetization was not significant, meta-analyzing the results across studies, we found evidence that the benefits of monetization were most likely to emerge when respondents were viewing contracts that featured high (vs. low) salaries. These results are consistent with research showing that people attend more to non-salary benefits when they make higher salaries.
General Discussion
Across 6 studies with nearly 3,000 working adults, monetizing the benefits of non-salary benefits shifted employment preferences. When faced with the decision between two similar jobs, respondents were more likely to choose the job with a higher starting salary and fewer benefits (Study 1). Yet, by listing the financial value of the non-salary rewards, we significantly shifted participants preferences, such that they were equally as likely to choose the higher (vs.
lower) paying job. We observed these results even when we held constant the objective value of the salaries (Study 2) and when we varied the number of the benefits (vs. salary; Study 3), suggesting that these results were not an artefact of the stimuli used across studies. We also found that monetization impacted behavior above and beyond putting a percentage value on nonsalary rewards, suggesting that placing a monetary value on non-salary benefits is psychologically distinct from placing any numerical value on these benefits (also: Hsee, 2003) .
We also documented a boundary condition: monetization shifted employment preferences only when the contracts that were featured offered high (vs. low) starting salaries (Study 3).
These results are consistent with previous research (Hein, 1988) and suggest that monetization might be unsuccessful at shifting preferences below a certain salary threshold and/ or when the actual value of the non-salary rewards are objectively smaller.
Finally, we observed reliable results that monetization shifted respondents' perceptions of the organizations. When the companies that were featured in the contracts listed the financial value of the non-salary benefits, these companies were perceived as having greater work-life balance and caring more about their employees (Study 4a&b). Again, these results were strongest for organizations offering high (vs. low) starting salaries. Together, these studies suggest that monetization can shift employment preferences and increase the perception that the company featured cares about their employees and provides decent work-life balance.
In these studies, as an initial test, we conducted a series of tightly controlled online experiments, to provide rigorous evidence in support of our theorizing. An important next step will be to provide a road test of these ideas by conducting a naturalistic field experiment to explore whether, when, and how, monetization of non-salary benefits shift consequential employment decisions in real-world settings. If effective, this simple intervention not only could help employees make employment decisions that better fit their values, this intervention could also be used to promote diversity in competetive fields such as tech and finance. These two industries in the US fail to successfully recruit women at the same rates as men (Noonan 2017 ).
More generally, women often see high powered jobs as equally as attainable, but less desirable, in part because these jobs seem less compatible with their other personal goals (Gino et al., 2015) . To the extent that monetizing non-salary rewards shift the perception that the workplace is a family friendly environment that cares about employees' personal well-being, this subtle intervention could have the downstream benefit of encouraging more people who care about work-life balance to apply for positions, potentially increasing workforce diversity.
These findings build on a growing body of work examining how thinking about time as money can shift attitudes and behaviors (DeVoe & Pfeffer, 2009 ). Most of this research has examined how 'putting a price' on non-monetary activities can have negative implications for well-being-through reducing the amount of time people spent volunteering (Devoe & Pfeffer, 2011) , lowering environmental behavior (Whillans & Dunn, 2015) , and discouraging people from taking paid time-off (DeVoe, Lee & Pfeffer, 2011) . In contrast, we show that putting a price on non-salary benefits can make it easier for people to assess the value of these benefits, and can help people make employment decisions that are more in line with their personal values.
These results therefore provide evidence for a novel context whereby putting an economic value on a non-monetary good (benefits) has the potential to enhance well-being.
People often pay too much attention to extrinsic rewards when contemplating whether or not to start a new task or job (Woolley & Fishbach, 2015) . We exploit this knowledge by highlighting the cash value of non-salary benefits. In doing so, we help individuals recognize the true value of the contracts-above and beyond paying attention to the initial salary offered.
While it might not always be possible for employers to monetize these incentives, where possible, organizations should highlight the cash value of their non-salary benefits. 
Presentation of Benefits in Each Condition
The average value of fringe benefits has been estimated to lie between approximately 20-40% of total compensation $100,000 USD Note. Applying the Bonferroni correction, the adjusted p value is p=0.00625. Thus, the significant differences across condition across study are that when the non-salary benefits are monetized, jobs were perceived as having more opportunity for advancement, caring more about employees, and having better work-life balance.
TABLE 5a
Condition Differences on Perception Measures, Meta-Analysis Across Studies 4a&b
Note. Applying the Bonferroni correction, the adjusted p value is p=0.016. The significant differences across condition are that when the non-salary benefits are monetized, jobs are perceived as caring more about employees, and having better work-life balance. Note. Applying the Bonferroni correction, the adjusted p value is p=0.016. The significant differences across condition are that when the non-salary benefits are monetized, jobs are perceived as caring more about employees and having better work-life balance. 
Hourly-Wage.
We then examined whether people who were paid by the hour (vs. who received a salary) were more impacted by condition assignment. Entering condition (1=monetized), hourly wage status (1=hourly) and a condition by hourly-wage status interaction into a binary logistic regression to predict job choice, we observed no significant interaction, .59, SE=0.44, Wald=1.77, p=0.184 . In this model, there was no effect of hourly-wage payment on job choice. On an exploratory basis, we examined the impact of hourly-wage status within each condition separately. In the control condition, 43.0% of participants who were salaried chose the job with more paid time-off as compared to 34.0% of participants who received an hourly-wage. In the experimental condition, 47.0% of participants who were salaried chose the job with more paid time-off as compared to 53% of participants who received an hourly wage. Although this interaction was not significant, these results suggest that the monetization condition was more effective for hourly-wage workers, who were more likely to choose the job with less salary and more vacation time, when they viewed contracts with a monetary value placed on paid time-off (53%) compared to the control condition (34%).
B=0
Study 1b -Results of Moderation Analyses
ROM. Condition did not interact with the ROM to predict job choice, ps>0.636.
Hourly-Wage. We first looked within Condition 1 (monetization vs. control). In Condition 1, responses to the ROM did not significantly impact job choice, p=0.129. Participants
